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A DEMONSTRATION STUDY TO DETERMINE THE EFFECT ON ACADEMIC
FERFORMANCE OF GIVING HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS BACKGROUND
INFORMATION ON HIGH-FOTENTIAL LOW-ACHIEVING STUCENTS.
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A GROUF OF HIGH-FOTENTIAL (UFFER QUARTILE ON
STANCARDIZED TESTS), LOW-ACHIEVING (2.0 OR BELOW GRACE FOINT
AVERAGE) STUDENTS IN FOUR DETROIT.FUBLIC HIGH SCHOOLS WERE
STUCIED FOR FIVE SEMESTERS. THE SAMFLE OF 585 STUDENTS WAS
CIVIDEC INTO THREE GROUFS. TWO GROUFS WERE CONSIDEREC THE
CONTROL. IN THE QUASI~-CONTROL GROUF, THE TEACHERS WERE GIVEN
THE NAMES OF THE UNDERACHIEVERS. IN THE TRUE CCNTROL GROUFS, -
THE TEACHERS CID NOT KNOW THE UNDERACHIEVERS. IN THE
EXFERIMENTAL GROUFS, TEACHERS WERE FROVICECD WIT! BACKGRCUND
INFORMATION OBTAINEC EY FUFIL QUESTIONNAIRES. THE HYFOTHESIS
WAS THAT TEACHER AWARENESS OF SUCH STUDENTS WOULEL FRODUCE
IMFROVEC ACADEMIC FERFORMANCE ANC IMFROVED SELF--FEELING.
BASEC ON THE STATISTICAL COMFARISCNS OF THE SAMFLE WITH THE
TWO CONTROL. GROUFS, THE RESEARCHERS CONCLUSEC THAT (1)
BACKGROUND INFORMATION MAY NOT ELIMINATE A NEGATIVE REACTION
OF THE TEACHER TO THE UNCERACHIEVER, (2) SUCH STUCENTS MAY
BETTER BE CALLEC NONFERFORMERS, AND (3} SUCH STUDENTS ARE NOT
LIKELY TO CHANGE IN THE TRACITIONAL CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT.
IMFLICATIONS ARE THAT COUNSELING OF UNDERACHIEVING STUDENTS
1S LIMITEC IN USEFULNESS AND SUCH STULCENTS WOULE BE EBETTER
SERVEC IN A NONDIRECTIVE CLASSROOM. (MS)
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I. INTRODUCTION

The academically able student who fails to make
satisfactory progress in school has long been a concern
to educators. Interest in the “underachiever,” as such
students have come to be known, has grown in the post-
war years, stimulated in part by Soviet advances in
science, Today, rescarch and experimentation continue,
but an adequate answer to the problzm is yet to appear.

Various reposts indicate that pocr achievement among

talented students is not uncommon. Krugman (25) found
that half the high ability students in a New York school
were funciioning below ex levels., Wolfle (43)
reports that of those high school students who rank in
the top third in intelligence, only 45 per cent graduate
from college. In terms of their potential contributions,
these low-achieving youth represent a serious loss, both
to socicty and to themseives,

Il. RELATED RESEARCH

By drawing on the body of research that has been
directed to this problem, it is possible to assemble a
generalized picture of the underachicver and to make
inferences about how iic might be helped.

A. DESCRIPTION OF THE UNDERACHIEVER

It has frequently been alleged that the underachiever’s
poor performance is a manifestation of his maladjust-
ment (29). For example, Horzall (18) states that under-
achicvement among brilliant students is & symptom of
deep-seated personality problems. Pierce (32), too,
found that high achievers tended to be better adjusted.
Others have shown better performance among better
adjusted students (2), and a kigher correlation between
grades and aptitude test scores for the “normal” as
compared to the “maladjusted” (19).

Studies of self concept show that the underachiever

fecls less positive about himself than the high achiever,
especially in those qualities associated with scholastic

success (22, 35, 37). The high achiever describes him-
self by such adjectives as stable, dependable, clear-
thinking, intelligent, and reliable, while :he low achiever
chooses, reckless, stubborn, mischievous, argumentative,
rebellious, and unambitious.

There are differences in the self concepts of achicvers
and non-schicvers, and, it is hypothesized, the individual
gruert with his self image, Thus,

behaves in a manner con
utderachievers do not anticipate high marks (15).
Brookover (5) found that bigh-achieving students have
a higher concept of their ability than do low-achicving

students of measured intelligence, Roth
(34) concludes lnkofpmg:cinacboﬂdaemot
arise from inability to achieve but is an expression of

choice, based on the needs of the sell system,

Houtility is & key character trait that has been ob-
served in the makeup of the underachiever (23, 24).
Academic fallure may communicate this underlying
angor, Denied ovest exprossion, the hostility finds outiet
in resistance to the demands ¢, the teacher.

Conftict with school has been well documented: The
underschiever has & negstive attitude toward achool
(1) and is frequently referred for disciplinary infrac-

tions (12). He is critical of educational methodology
(26), poorly adjusted to school rules and

(16), less willing to conform to classroom routines
and regulations (6). )

He also lacks diligence. Achievers sp2nd more time
in study (3). The underachiever may be handicapped by
poor study habits (30). But he also procrastinates, day-
dreams, is unable to concentrate (6, 13, 39).

The underachieving student does not get on with
teachers (11). He sces them as parent-surrogates and
acts out with them the conflict he expcriences with his
parents (14). Teachers, in turn, resent his attitude and
his Inck of effort (42). Antagonism on both sides in-

terferes with scholastic .

Nevartheless, takes place. Underachicvers
selected on the basis of grade point average often are
found to score. well on standardized achicvement
tests (33, 36). It appears that the source of the prob-
lem lies in the classroom situation rather than in lcamn-

ing difficulties.
3. HELPING THE UNDERACHIEVER

There is abundant evidence that changing the pattern
of behavior known as unde: chievement is not & facile
undeztaking (8, 9, 10). Individual counseling is often
recommended as a freatment on the
that emotional problems interfere with adequate func-
tioning. Yet, the studies are not encouraging, Several
experiments show litile or no gain as & uence of
exposure to counseling (7, 17, 31). Group counseliog,
100, appears to be appropriate for the underachisver,
;buh:uux:‘f‘\iﬂy controlled studies have failed to uf::w

Sogeoi'tbcuctic;mnonlyusedbytucbmto
encourags non-performing students have been evalu.
brodood Jmprovenea in scademo perforaancs g
" non»i?;;hc;:;l féxcm & ‘m with scholastic
mccom (27, . Experiments < r have
ied&obmwk(ﬁ.%l). byv:ﬁm:ns

perticular interest is a report teiz (41) of
the vee of therapeutic teaching to reduce the conflicts
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which block scholastic attainment in some students.
The expsrimenter conducted a class by using the tech-
nigues of non-directive counseling, such as acceptance
and understanding, He sought to avoid the assigning,
directing, coercing, urging, forbidding, threatening be-
haviors which are part of the traditional teacher role
and which appesr to izvoke maladjustive behavior in
some studenlts. $ a . of this trca&ment, the
experiments j } significanily higher
grxfgcs,becamewmrtomeinunmmdmeuh
other, and had a higher raie of retention in school,

Finally, rescarches by Hoyt (20), by Ojemann and
Wilkinson (28), and by Sturgis (40) are <oncerned
with the effects by helping ‘eachers to know
more about students. Increased teacher knowledge of
uudenut:rpemtomtembtlecbmguinﬁwpupﬂ-
teacher relationship, for, in each of these experiments,
students gained in achievement and rated their instruc-
tors more favorably, It that when teachers know
their students, they become more effective guides for
Iearning,

C. SUMMARY OF RESEARCH

From this bricf survey, certain pertinent conclusions
muy be derived. ’
1. The underachicver has distinctive personality
chazacteristics and unique necds. His self
his attitudes, and his values are different from
those of the high achiever. Of pasticular im-
portance is the lity toward adult authority.
2. 'The personality of the underachiever often brin
himintoconﬂictwithlhescbool.'l‘lwmchg
can become a target for his unconscious agres-
sions, Rigid school procedures feed and encourage
the problem,
3 An
room

teacher and a non-threatening class-

help thvs child whose learning
is by dependence-indepeadence con-
flict. When teachers are helped to know more
about students, changes occur in both teachers
and students,

lil. RATIONALE OF THE STUDY

The conclusions drawn from previous research pro-
vide a framework for an attack on the problem of under-
achievement, Since giving teachers information about

mcgngupr?:edm. " ; apptondian t?“
action, a suggests an or
working with under-achieving students.

The purposc of this research was to stucy the effects
of giving teachers information about high-potential, low-
achieving students, It was predicted that this information
would make the teacher more aware of the selected
student, more concerned, more understanding of student

s. The teacher should, as a ucnce, seek
ways of heiping the low-achieving student to improve
his performance,

The research hypothesis was stated as follows:

Identifying a group of high-potential, low-achieving
Students and supplying information about them to their
teachers wiil produce student improvement in academic
performance and iz self feelings.

In four Detroit schools, students operationally defined
as high-potential and low-achieving were identified.
Pupil information, gathered by a questionnaire desi
for this , was distribvited to the teachers of
members of the experimental group. This treatment was
begun in th: sccond half of the tenth and con-
tinued for the next five semesters, until the ex
time of graduation for these students, The effects of this
technique were assessed through comparisons between
experimentals and no-freatment controls, using achiev-
ment tests, grade point average, and a self concept index,

IV. DEFINITION OF HIGH-POTENTIAL LOW-ACHIEVING

The operational definition of high-potential and fow-

achicving was determined after a survey of comparable

stuches. For of this research, a studcnt was
considered “high-potential” if he scored above percentile
75 on the School and College Abllity Te.:

(SCAT). “Low-achicving” was defined as & grade point
average of 2.0 (besed on A == 4) for the first semester
of the tenth grade,

Students who rank in the upper quartile of the ability
distribution are commonly considered academically able
and capable of attaining the 3.0 GPA required by many
colleges. The sckection criterin of this research, there-
fore, comsist of an aptitude test as an index of ability
and GPA as a measure of achicvement,
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V. SELECTION OF THE SAMPLE

Four Detroit high schools were chosen for this study.
Each is in a different sdministrative district, and each
serves a different population. In January
of 1962, it was possible to obtain the SCAT scores
ard the first semester marks for thoso who had begun

the tenth grade the September. The operational

definition selected a sampie of 585 high-posential, Jow-

achieving students in the four schools (sce Tehle 1).
TABLE 1

NUMBER OF HIGH POTENTIAL STUDENTS
IDENTIFIED AS LOW ACHIEVING

=—— —r— —
School No. High | No.Low |Percent Low
Potential | Achieving | Achieving
A 516 148 289,
B 281 102 36%
C 551 192 35%
D 292 142 48%
Total....] 1,640 385 36%%

About one third of the high ability students weze found
to be umer-achieving by the definition of this regearch,
A mean grade point average and SCAT score for the
sclected population is given in Table 2:

TABLE 2

MEAN GRADE POINT AVERAGE
AND MEAN SCAT TOTAL ¥OR EACH SCHOOL

—

No. High Mean Mean

Schoc! Potential G.P.A. SCAT
Low Achievers| Total

A 148 1.59 296.9

B 102 1.54 295.9

C 193 1.47 296.5

D 142 1.43 205.2
Total Mean 1.50 296.1

The SCAT score of 296 is above percentile 85, and
the 1.5 GPA is betweer C and D,

V1. ASSIGNMENT OF GROUPS

By use of a table of random numbers, the sclected
sample of students were assigned to three groups of
approximately equal size in esch school:

GROUP 1—EXPERIMENTAL

The members of this group were identified to their
teachers as high-potential, Jow-uchicving students. Per-
sonal information about them, obtained from a ques-
tionnaire, was distributed to teachers, who were urged
to use the information as an aid in understanding the
student and in belping him improve his scholastic
performance.

GROUP 2—QUASI-CONTEO".

The members of this group were identified to their
teachers as high-potential, low-achieving stud=nts. How-
ever, their names were merely listed; no information
about them was supplicd to the teachers,

GROUP 3—TRUE CONTROL

The members of this group wete not identified to their
teachess.

These groupings were devised to assess the effects of
different treatments; identification and information,
identification only, and no treatment,

Vil. DATA COLLECTION

The following instruments were used to obtain data
and to evaluate the effects of the experiment:

A, The School and College Adility Test (SCAT)
was used as a measure of scholastic aptitude. Level 2,
Form A of thir test is administered to 10th grade stu-
dents and Level 2, Form B, to 12th grade students in
Detr oit schools.

B. The A Tests of Educational Progress
(STEP) was used as a standardized measure of schol-

astic achievement. This series is administered to 10th
and 12th grade students in Detroit along with the SCAT.

C. Grade point average was also used as a measure
of scholastic achievement, It was computed for academic
subjects only, beginning in the 10th grade and continuing
for 5 subsequent semesters.

D. Student information was g by means of
& questionnaire designed for this purpose. It consisted
of 72 items for obtaining information in several cate-
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gories; age, sex, piace of Lirtn; home and family; in-
terests and activities; relation to school and teachers;
future plans; health; self attitudes and concerns,

E. The Bills Index of Adjusiment and Values was
used as a measure of self concept, This instrument con-
sists of 37 trait words on which the student rates himself
in three different ways. The score for Column I (How
miuch of the time this statement is like you) is a measure

o

of Self Concept. Column II (How you feel about your-
self) is a measure of Self Attitude. Column III (How
you would like to be) is a measure of Self Ideal. The dif-
ference between Columns I and I, a “D-score,” gives
an index of the discrepancy between Sclf Concept and
Ideal Self. A second part of the Index, the “Others”
page, gives the student’s rating of his peers on these same
variables.

Vii. PROCEDURES

In four Detroit schoois, those tenth grade studenis
who scored abovs piicentile 75 on SCAT and whose
GPA for the first :emester was 2.5 or lower were
designated as high-potential, low-achicving students
and selected as the sample for this study. Personal in-
formaticn about the sclected students was gathered by
means of a questionnaire. This was condensed onto a
Student Informatior Form and distributed to those
teachers who had a member of the Experimental Group
in class, Teachers were given only tiwe isunee of members
of the Quasi-Control Group, no personal information.
True Controls were not identified.

It was assumed that the information would enable
a teacher to be more cffective with these particular

students. At the end of each semester, the information
forms were collected. As soon as the current schedule
became available, the information was sent to the stu-
dent’s new teachers, together with tcacher comments
and the grade point average for the previous scmester.
This treatment began in the second semester of the tenth
zrade and continued for five semesters, until the ex-
pected time of graduation,

The effects of this experiment were measured by

de peint average. by the STEP series, and by the
Bills IAV. It was hyputhesized that as a result of the
procedure of this study, the Experimental Group would
exceed the Controls of all these measures,

IX. SUMMARY OF DATA

A, QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

The questionnaire which was designed to obtain
student information was administered to ail who were
deemed high-potential in the four schools, a total of
1,519 students. The responses of high- and low-achiev-
ing students were conipared and analyzed statistically by
the chi-square test. The following questionnzire items
disclosed significant differences between the responses

of high-achieving and low-achieving students:

1. In regard to sex, age, and place of birth, the low
achiever...
6 Is predominantly male
37 Isslightly older than his classmates (male)
#£8 Is more often born outside Detroit (male)
2. In regard to home and family conditions, the low
k11 1s Jess likely to have a father engaged in

gro(ewoml work (male and female)
F£11 Is less likely to have a father engaged in

semi-professional or managerial work
maie)

(

11 Xs more likely to have a father engeged in
manual work (maie)

#15 Is an only child or has three or more sib-
lings (male)

$54 Considers parents more strict (female)
#:55 Has arguments with parents about school

(male and female) .
#56 Reports parenis use scolding and punish-
56 Rl ko h abl
3 cports zamm ave unreascnable expec-
tations (female)
#:56 Reports parents are critical of school prog-
ress (male and female)

£57 Reporte parents have been to school be-
# c:\ll’.s; otpi::arks or behavior (male and
female)
#:63 Has more problems with sibliugs (female)
3. Xa regard to interests and activities, the low
415 T les interested i scholrl (mal
18 Is less interested in scholar uits (male
# and Zemale) P
18 I(: ::ieo;e interested in skills and hobbies
m
$£20 Feels less talent for scholarship (male and
female)
##20 Feels moxe talent for mechanical work
(male)
3420 Feels more talent for creative arts (female)
321 Takes fewer music, art, or dance lessons
(male and female)
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##23 Fixpects to own a car before graduation
(male and female) ’

358 Yeels superior at making friends (female)

#59 Goes out moie everings (male and female)

261 l}&ert; fewer problems making friends

$£62 Dates more regularly (male and female)

4. In regard to school, the low-achiever . . .
J24 Participates less in school activiiies (male

and female)

#26 Prefers English and social studies (male
and female)

$+27 Dislikes math and science (male and
female)

$29 Spends less time in daily study (male and
female)

$£30 Spends less time in weekend study (male
and female)

$#32 Has no definite study plan (male)

4k33 Finds it hard to concentrate (male and
female)

$35 Relates scholastic trouble to lack of study
and poor study habits (male and female)

36 Gets along well with teachers (male and

39 f: mﬂl”lzandm lack .of

[ i .of interest in

school (male)Pped o .

J+40 Has been in trouble in school (male and
female)

#£42 Feels teachers could be improved (female)

5. In regard to future plans, the low achiever . . .
$43 Is less likely to be planning on college
(male and female)
#+46 Hopes to go farther in school than the
father went (male)
H#47 I(s lea.;,s )likely to be planning on a profession
male

4+48 Ts less likely to see profession as eventual
~ job (male)
#49 Is not confident of reaching occupational
goal (male)
#:50 Feels poor marks will block occupational
goal (male and female)
#:51 Js less inclined to discuss future plans with
parents (male)
6. In regard to health, the low achiever...
#66 Is more likely to smoke (male and female)
7. In zegard to self attitudes and concerns, the low
achiever...
#£69 Considers school a chief prctlem (male
and female)
3£70 Discusses problems less ({emalc)
$72 Feels less satisfied with self (male)

B. SELF CONCEPT DATA

The data on self concept were obtained from the Bills
Index of Adjustment and Values which was administered
to low achicvers and a sample of high achievers in the
tenth grade, and as a post-test to low achievers in the
twelfth grade. Basically, this instrument consists of trait
words on which the student rates himself; the higher the
rating, the more positive the self feeling,

The mean scores are reported in Table 3. High
achievers attaia higher scores in cack . the areas, icdi-
cating a more positive seif regard. However, not all the
differcnces are statistically meaningful.

The following significant diffexences appeared:

1. Male high-achievers have a higher Self Ideal

score,

2. Female high-achievers have a high Self Concept

and Selt Atiitude and a smaller discrepancy be-
tween Self Concept and Ideal Self,

An analysis of the ratings for each trait word dis-
closed differences between the responses of low- and

TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF SCORES ON THE BILLS INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUES BETWEEN
; HIGH- AND LOW-ACHIEVING GRCUPS

MALE

| Low Achievers High Achievers

3 Category t

Number | Mean S.D. Number | Mean S.D.

g Sel. Concept.....| 293 136.3 15.7 21 139.7 11.9 1.1

“ “ISelf"’ Self Attitude..... 134.9 19.0 141.8 15.7 1.8

}“' se]f li&lcoco.oco 160.4 1306 16602 1002 242‘

i D50t uunersen. 30.2 11.4 30.1 12.8 .04
Self Concept..... 134.7 18.2 137.1 16.7 .6

“Others” Self Attitude..... 137.8 16.6 139.7 14.7 .5

&lf Ideal.....'.. 15400 1507 156.0 1705 ,96
D’!COI‘C.......“. 24.6 14‘.1 22&7 1404 06

*.Significant at .05 level,
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FEMALE

:] —TLow Achievers . High Achievers
I ’ Category . T
| . Number | Mean S.D. Number | Mean S.D. -
| Self Concept..... 180 139.2 14.7 55 145.0 12.9 2.6%*
! “Self” Self Attitude..... 134.1 19.0 141.8 17.0 2. 7%*
i Self Ideal........ 165.2 11.4 166.5 10.1 v
D-SCOre..cevsssse 31.1 | 12.8 25.8 9.0 2.9%*
. Self Concept..... 138.2 16.1 139.6 18.1 .5
“Others” Self Attitude..... 137.7 17.0 140.9 15.0 1.3
* Self Ideal........ 158.6 14.3 160.7 13.9 1.0
D—SGOl'e oooooooooo 2404 1101 24.2 909 01
S **_Significant at .03 level.
| high-achievers. In every case, this difference in response The low achiever, on the other hand, has different
- was the result of the tendency of the high-achiever to attitudes. The boy is not s» eager to be cooperative, cour-

! select higher scale numbers, indicating a more positive teous, understanding; the girl does not yearn to be con-
! regard for self and others cad a higher level of seif sidered cbedient. These particular words point to im-
aspiration, and by a converse tendency of the low- portant differences between these groups. They suggest
achiever to select fower scale numbers, indicating a less that the low-achiever is less docile, less tractatle, less
positive regard for sclf and others and a lower Jevel of  bent on pleasing the adult.

| aspiration.
Twenty-one of the thirty-seven trait words evoked C. ACHIEVEMENT DATA
: significantly different resporses from high and low The standardized achievement and aptitude test data

achievers in one or more of the rating columns, These were obtained from the scores on the STEP-SCAT serics
were the foilowing: active, alert, cheerful, cooperative,  which is administered to all Detroit high school students
cuurteous, dependalbile, faithful, friendly, ger-erous, help- in the tenth grade and in the twelfth grade.

ful, honest, intelligent, loyal, neat, obedient, patient, The students defined as “high-potential” for this ex-
polite, quiez, studioss, truthful, understanding. , periment were selected on the criterion of a score of 290

~Sixteen of the trait words did not svoke significanly  or above on the SCAT, which marked the 75 percentile.
different tesponses: careful, considerate, democratic, — Means for the 585 high-potential, low-zchicving students
happy, humorous, interesting, kind, playful, sharirg,  on the tenth grade STEP-SCAT set, together with the
sincere, sociuble, taciful, thoughtful, thrifty, trustworthy, percentile ranks as given in the test manuals, appears

unselfish. ‘ in Table 4. The selected students rank in the upper
An anlysis of the individual column responscs reveals -
the following: The male low-achiever sees himself as LABLE 4
less intelligent, and iess studious than the high-achiever. TENTIi GRADE STEP-SCAT MEAN SCORES
He is less satisfied with himself in several qualities: alert, AND PERCENTILE RANKS FOR THE
cheerful, honest, loyal, studious, and truthful. However, SELECTED HIGH-POTENTIAL,
he is not striving to change. It is the high-achicving male LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS
twhhohmkzs pcricgeﬁon, whose Sclf Ideal rating fshonvés = :
! at he wants to be more cooperative, courteous, riend- \ \ s
: ly, honest, obedient, truthful, and understanding. Test No. Mean Peﬁc::f;dc
The female low-achiever has a statistically lower Sclf e
Concept and Scif Attitude, She rates hersclf lower in Math....... 583 | 280.8 7
many teaits: active, alert, dependable, helpful, neat, | Science......| 578 | 282.0 2
obedient, patient, quiet, studious, Her Sclf Ideal is like STEP | Social Studies| 578 | 281.8 18
that of the high a%icver, with one exception: the high E.ead“l‘g ool 533 299.7 ®
achiever wishes i be more obedient. Vgege e Sgg gggg 70
Thus, high achieving males and females perceive VIR - - o ;
themselves as having desirable traits to a higher degree, Verbal......| 585 289.0 82
Furthermore, their ideals are st higher. They scem 3CAT | Quantitative.} 585 305.5 82
i anxious 10 acquire qualities which may be considered | Total.......| 5§85 | 296.0 87
; socially-approved or conforming, l ,
8
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‘those lost through dropout and transfer) are reported
-in Table 5. Th&glscores are at about the same rank as =

- the tenth grade scores, mdtcatmg that growth and learn-

~ “low-achieving” in regard to.grade point average, their
- standardized test scores. place them in the upper 25 per
cent on national norms.

o quathle of. the dlstnbutlon both in aptntude (as meas-
. ured by SCAT) and in achicvement (as measured by =
:STEP). Thus, although these  students were termed

TABLE 5

B TWELFTH GRADE STEP-SCAT MEAN scoREs .

The twelfth grade.scores for thls same group (less

mg have continued.
“Those high-potential students who were not-low-

C achieving were termed . “Average Achievers” if their
.- GPA ranged from 2.1 - 2.9, and “High Achievers” if

the GPA was 3.0 or lngher The tenth grade STEP-

" SCAT scores for Low Achievers, Average Achievers,

and High Achievers are compared in Table 6. Both

Average and High Achievers attain higher mean scores

"than Low Achievers on every:section of STEP and

SCAT, and these differences are significant at the .001

" level. High-potential low-achieving students rank in the

-upper 25 per cent; but high-potential, high-achieving

achlevement.

. Test | No. | Mean | Percentile "
Math. ...... 434 | 288.7 | .. 79_
Science...... 435 | 290.0 76
i .. | Social Studies,f'j 435 | 291.8 | .79 -
~ STEP | Reading..... 436 | 308.2 .18
- | Listening.. L AU IR B |
Writing..... 434 | 301.5 . 18
| Verbal...... 435 296.0 { 82
" . SCAT | Quantitative.| 435 | 309.7 81
- | Total....... 435 | 301.8° 83

- students rank significantly hxgher in both aptitude and

" ANDPERCENTILE RANKS FOR
SELECTED HIGH-POTENTIAL, -
"LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS - :

——

*—Listening test not administered in twglfth grade.

- TABLE 6 |
MEAN TENTH GRADE STEP-SCAT SCORES FOR LOW AVERAGE AND HIGH ACHIEVERS
2 GROUP 13 GROUP 4 GROUP 5
Test Low Achievers | Average Achievers High Achievers |
Number | Mean S.D. Number{ Mean _S.D.v Number Meah S.D_.
N | STEP -
Math......... 583 | 280.8 | 8.7 | as7 | 283.0¢+| 0.5 | s12 | 286.4*| 10.6
Science. .. ... .. 578 | 282.0 | 10.4 | 487 284.4% | 10.8 511 | 286.7*| 11.5
Social Study 578 | 281.8 8.0 | 485 | 286.2*| 10.1 511 200.9* | 10.6
Read... 583 | 299.7 9.6 | ‘487 | 304.4¢*| 9.4 | 512 | 308.6* 9.5
Listen......... 200 | 204.3 | 12.4 | 275 290.0% | = 14.0 245 | 301.8*| 13.8
Write. ........ 582 |290.3 | 11.3 | 48¢ | 207.0%| 1.5 510 | 302.3*| 11.9
_ SCAT |
Verbal........| 585 | 280.0 | . 7.5 | 488 | 201.0¢|. 8.6 | s12 | -205.3*| 0.0
Qant. ... ... 585 | 305.5 9.0 | 488 300.9* 9.0 | 512 | 314.2¢| 10.1
Total......... 585 | 206.0 | 5.3 | 488 | 209.3* 6.6 | 512 | 302.9%| 7.8

“Difference from score of Low Achievers significant at .001 level,

9
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'D. GRADEPOINTAVERAGEDATA ~ TABLE7 SRR
.. Theeport card marks for each of the high- and low- 'GRADE' POINT AVERAGE FOR MALE AND
: g students were collected from school records | FEMALE HIGH-POTENTIAL,
at the énd of each seméster, begirning in tho tenth grade - - LOW-ACHIEVERS L
andoonunumgforthteeyearstotbeendofthetwelfth e _—_T_[.______
~ only final marks in_academic subjeeuthwere usedi Grade| .~ Sex | No. | Mean | SD.
',Gradepomtaveragewascom ted. on the basis o "10B | Male..... .| .
g =4B=3, Co2, D=1, E=0, Gude point - ' Moo 31| 14 | g
averageforeachofthesmsemastersucontmnedm » o '
.- .~ " -Table 7. Both male and female high-potential, low- - 10A | Male.......|: 348 - | 1.6 .6
- * achieving students end the first half of the tenth grade. =~ | Female.....| 217 1.8 | .5
- - with the GPA of sbout 1.5, midway betweena Canda - S ' |
!E " D. For those who femain in school, the average gra..  11B-[Male.......| 316 1.6 ‘75 |
b ually improves until in the last half of the twelfth grade Female..... 190 .9 1.

: .- it is 2.0 for males and 2.5 for females. Some of this ‘-llA" Male.......| 208 1.8 . 7
¢ improvementlsprobablyamultofthelossofstudmts 7 | Female.....| 181 2.1 ‘6
gﬂ - who transfer or quit school. ' | |

o ‘IheGPAforAverageAchxeversandI—hghAchwvers "~ 12B | Male.......|] 279 1.8 7
f - isreported in Table 8. A clear pattern emerges: Students - | Female..... 177 2.3 7
. - ‘tend to maintain a highly cousistent GPA through the : = o P

' three years of high school. It appears, therefore, thatthe ~ 12A | Male.......[ 269 2.0 |- .6

B child’s ‘pattern of scholastic performance is “established | Female.....1 165 2.4 -5
L . prior to high school and continues at the same level. - —
F L | 3 TABLE 8
EE | GRADE POINT AVERAGF. FOR AVERAGE ACHIEVERS AND HIGH ACHIEVERS
bl | —— ———— —_— . ——
]
i | : Average Achievers High Achievers

| . Grade Sex

| o L o Nur'nbgr, Mean S.D. Number - Mean S.D.
10B | Mate.......| = 247 2.4 .2 227 3.3 .3

e . . | Female.....] . 241 2.4 . 2 285 3.3 .3
10A = | Male....... 246 2.4 5 227 3.2 .5
| Female.....| 235 2.5 5 280 3.0 .5
1B | Mate....... 236. 2.3 g 221 3.2 .5
| Female..... 217 2.6 .5 269 3.0 .5
1A . | Male.......| 229 2.4 7 218 3.1 .6
| " | Female..... 213. 2.5 .6 265 3.0 .6.
12B | Male.......| 221 2.5 .6 215 3.1. .5
& -+ | Female..... 212 2.8 .5 258 | 3.1 5
| 124 |‘Male.......| 218 2.6 - .6 4 | 3.0 - .6
. : Female..... 199 2.7 S 256 3.1 5
10 -
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effects of supplying te 1 inforr
‘high-pofential low-achieving students. It was assumed

-student-teacher interaction. Specifically, it was expec

AEL
UL MG

E. THE EFFECT OF THE EXPERIMENT .
The of this experiment was to assess the
teachers with information about

that this information would change the usual pattern of
ted
that the teacher would become interested it the student,

. would want to know more about him, and would try to’

help him overcome his malfunctioning,

The research hypotheris was formulated as fondws:

- Identifying a group of high-potential low-achieving stu-

dents and supplying information about them to their

gzt e gt

teachers will produce student improvement in acaderizic

performance and in self feelings.
According to the data which were collectsd, this
hypothesis was not confirmed: | |

1. The pre-and post-scores for the Bills Index of
Adjustment and Values are containéd in Tables
A and B of the Appendix. There is some variation

in the scores of the three groups of. high-potential

low-achievers, but no consistent pattern appears.
The seif concept of the experimental students
~ did not improve over that of the controls.

. The tenth and twelfth grade STEP-SCAT scores
for the three groups of high-potential low-achiev-
‘ers are contained in Tables C and D of the Ap-
pendix. Use of the “t” technique to compare
Group 1 to 2, 1 to 3, and 2 to 3 disclosed only
one difference. Group 2 students ranked lower
than Group 3 students on STEP Math in the tenth

- grade and on SCAT Quantitative in the twelith
grade. The experimental students made no gain
over controls in achievement.

‘The grade point averages for the three groups of
high-potential low-achievers are given in Table
E and F of the Appendix. There are no significant
differences in the averages of any of the groups.
They are, in fact, remarkably uniform. The ex-
perimental students did not gain over controls in

grade point average.

X. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The data that were gathered through the procedures
of this study lead to certain conclusions about the
underachiever. -

'A. About one-third of the students who rank in the

- upper quartile of the ability distribution were found to

be underachieving by the definition of this research
(GPA = 2.0 or lower). The prognosis for improvement
in marks is siight; in the twelfth grade the mean GPA
for this group was only slightly above 2.0. At the same
time, attrition is high. Twenty-five per cent of the orig-
inal group of 585 students were lost by dropout or trans-
fer during the term of this study.

B. If standardized tests such as STEP are used as

a measure of achievement, these students score at a

level commensurate with their aptitude. This selected

p of students scored near the 75th percentile on
every section of STEP in both the tenth and the twelfth

. judgmental — “lazy

. This indicates that growth and learning occur. .

These students, though 2bls, do not perform satisfac-

torily in class and fail to earn good grades. It is on this
basis that they may be te “un 1s.”
- €, Questionnaire and self concept index results indi-
cate that the able low achiever has and
attitudinal characteristics whick st him apart from the

high achiever. The low achiever appeass to be less con-
forming, less fond of schools and teachers. For this
reason, he does not fit well in the traditiv:al classroom
and he is likely to arouse teacher antagouism, .
D. There is evidence that teacher resction to this

11

project was, on the whole, quite positive. A question-
naire survey disclosed that most of the teachers thought
the plan had value and that the information helped them
to know the students better and to direct special atten-
tion to them. The teachers relied largely on friendly
encouragement as a means of helping, When this did
not produce change, a certain amount of antagonism
toward the student may have been generated.

E. Teacher reaction to the high-potential low-
achieving student tends to be megative. The attitudes
of the low achiever are unlike those of the teacher. The
low achiever is rejected, either openly or covertly. Teach-
er comments collected in this research were frequently
" was the most common epithet.
The low achiever is subject to unfavorable comparison
with the high achiever.

F. The behavior of the underachiever is not a super-

*ficial phenomenon; it is part of his basic sclf structure.

As such, it resists change, There is, indeed, no certainty
that the personality structure of this etmdent will ever

change.

G. Supplying teachers with information about stu-
dents is probably a good guidance tactic. It creates
interest; it helps the teacher to know his pupils and to
understand their problem. But this teacher interest is not
force enough to produce personality change. Attempts

- to encourage, cajole, or demand better work from the

underachiever probably have little effect and may serve
to create teacher frustration. Simple acceptance may be
the best technique,
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Xl. RECOMMENDATIONS

There is one overwheiming conclusion that emerges
from the evidence of this research: Because the pattern
of personality which is manifested by the high-potential
low-achiever does not produce the preferred classroom
behavior, his talents are largely wasted. It appears,
therefore, that the school is guilty of rejection toward

& segment of our able youth by rrquiring that all must

fit a prescribed mold or else be deemed failures.
Previous research, focusing on changing the under-

 achiever, may have been aimed in the wrong direction.

For, this youth isn’t an underachiever; he’s a non-per-
former. What he needs is an environment in which he

‘will be able to use his abilitics.

In other words, it may be more feasible to change the

need for techniques that will enable all kinds of children
to learn. Iustead of condemning the underachiever and
demanding that he change, the school shculd find a
place for him. -

In addition, it appears that counseling offers but
limited usefulness as a remedy for underachievement.
If this syndrome is a basic personality pattern, it will not
be, altered by the efforts of the school counselor.

The non-directive classroom, as described by Whiteis,

looks like a more promising technique for use with .

underachievers. This method, which avoids the tradi-
tional authoritarian-teacher role, frees some students
from the hamperiug effects of conflict and enables them
to perform more adequetely. Similarly, programmed

H
il

classroom than to change the student. There is a clear materials should be valuable for the student who does |

TABLE A ] )
b PRE-TEST SCORES FOR THREE GROUPS OF HIGH-POTENTIAL LOW-ACHIEVERS ON BILLS IAV 4
- “ ” I
SELF |
i ' MALE . Self Concept Self Attitude Self Ideal D-Score h
|
No. | Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. I
GROUPL......... 114 | 138.2| 14.2 | 114 | 138.6] 17.9 | 114 | 160.3| 14.2 | 114 | 28.7 | 10.2 11
| GROUPIi....... 56 | 134.9| 15.2 56 | 132.2| 20.3 56 1 160.5| 11.4 56 | 31.4 | 12.3 !
| GROUPIIi....... 123 | 135.2| 17,0 | 125 | 1328 187 | 123 | 160.4| 139 | 123 | 31.0 | 11.8 y
“OTHERS" v
’  MALE Self Concept Self Attitude Self, Ideal D-Score |
No. | Mean | SD. | No. | Mean | SD. | No. | Mean | S.D. | No. | Mean | S.D. ';
GROUP I........| 114 | 135.5| 16.9 | 114 | 138.2] 15.7 | 114 | 15¢.1| 16.1 | 114 | 23.4 | 129 |
GROUP Ii.......| 56 | 135.7| 17.0 55 | 137.5| 16.8 56 | 154.0| 13.9 56 | 24.0 | 12.5
GROUP IMi......| 123 | 133.4| 19.7 | 123 | 137.5] 17.1 | 123 | 15¢.0| 16.1 | 123 | 259 | 15.6 |
“SELF” i
' i
' i . ‘ |
- Self Concept Self Attitude Self Ideal D-Score f
FEMALE ' : |
| No. | Mean | S.D. No. | Mean | S.D. No. | Mean | S.D. No. | Mean | S.D. |
. ' #
) GROUP I........ 76 | 139.6]| 147 | 76 | 137.2| 18.9 | 76 | 165.6| 10.4 | 76 | 30.7 | 13.2 )
‘. GROUP Ii....... 1384| 165 | 40 | 120.3] 19.2 | 40 | 166.8] 11:8 | 40 | 33.0 | 1500 |
GROUP ITi......| 64 | 130.2| 1314 | 6¢ | 133.5| 185 | 64 | 163.8] 12.1 | 64 | 30.5 | 13.4 |
; . ' “QTHERS” i
i !
i ' ’ It
E Self Concept Self Attitude Self Ideal N-Score i

] FEMALE
‘ No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D.

GROUP I........| 76 139.3 1 17.2 76 141.31 19.1 76 158.3 | 16.2 76 240 | 121
GROUP II.......| 40 138,0| 15.5 40 132.8 | 13.9 40 160.8| 11.2 | 40 26.1 10.5
15.2 136.4 | '15.0 64 .| 157.6] 13.6 23.7 | 10.2

! GROUP III. .....| 64 137.1

12 T -
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not function in the classroom. Well-planned experimen-  deace could help to shape a structure for the learning

tation would disclose to what extent underachievement experiences which the school

is the result of student-teacher interaction. =~ The gifts of some young people need special condi-
Finally, inquiry should be directed into the area of tions for optimum growth. To insist that all must follow

cognition itself. Perhaps there are differences in the  teacher direction and control may bo too rigid a

cognitive styles of high- and low-achievers, differences philosophy. | |

in their way of perceiving, learning, experiencing, Evi

' TABLE B
POST-TEST SCORES FOR THREE GROUPS OF HIGH-POTENTIAL LOW-ACHIEVERS ON BILLS IAV
. ‘ “SELF"
MALE  Self Concept Self Attitude Self Ideal D-Score .
NO- ) Mean S-D- . NO- M&n S-Do NO- Mun SuDo NO- Mcall SOD.
GROUPI........ 17 139.1 ] 14.0 77 135.4 | 19.7 177 160.9 ! 12.1 77 26.4 12,0
GROUP II.......| 41 136.4| 13.9 41 128.5 | 20.3 41 158.4 1 11.6 41 28.9 13.6
GROUP III......| 99 138.5 | 14.7 99 -135.2 1 19.§5 9 | 159.3] 15.5 . 99 29.1 12.4
“OTHERS”
MALE Self Concept Self Attitude Self Ideal D-Score
No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D.
GkOUP | (R 77 131.6 1 13.9 77 132,31 17.1 77 151.4} 13.5 7 22,9 11.8
GROUP1I....... 41 132.21 16.3 41 128.8 | 17.0 41 146,7 | 21.4 41 22.1 14.1
GROUP I1l......| 99 135.0 | 16.6 99 135.5 ] 15.9 99 152.7 } 17.3 99 23.7 14.2
“SELF”
Self Concept Self Attitude Self Ideal D-Score
FEMALE .
No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. No. Mear | S.D. No. Mean | S.D.
GROUPI........ 56 142.3| 12.4 56 137.6 | 17.2 56 162.9 | 14.3 56 27.2 10.8
GROUP II.......] 28 138.5 | 17.2 28 129.2 1 20.1 28 160.8 | 11.4 28 28.8 15.1
GROUP III......| 48 141.6 | 13.9 43 133.4 | 18.6 48 167.0 9.6 48 27.7 10.8
* “QTHERS"”
Self Concept . Self Attitude Self Ideal D-Score
FEMALE
No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D. No. Mean | S.D.
GROUP I........] 56 138.3| 16.4 56 138.7 1 16.5 56 158.0 | 13.7 56 23.5 13.4
GROUP II.......] 28 127.5| 21.0 28 126.4 | 18.9 28 149.7 | 18.1 28 27.1 18.1
GROUP III......] 48 137,5 | 18.5 48 136.7 | 18.2 48 159.9 | 16.4 48 24.3 15.5

13
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TADLE C

COMPARISON OF MEAN TENTH GRADE STEP-SCAT S('ORES FOR THREE GROUPS OF
HIGH-POTENTIAL, LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS

R T L LY i o T g ™

GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3
TEST | Experimental , Quasi-Control Control

No. Mean S.D. No. Moar. S.D. No. Maan S.D.
Math 190 280.3 9.6 196 279.9 8.5 197 282.1* 1.7
Science 188 252.7 | 10.3 192 200.7 10.2 198 282.7 10.4
Social Studies || 188 281.9 9.0 193 281.5 9.0 197 282.0 8.6
Reading 189 299.7 9.3 196 300.0 9.3 198 299.2 9.6
Listening 97 293.5 10.4 96 2985 | 14.3 97 293.8 12.1
Writing 189 289.4 11.1 195 290.9 11.8 198 290.6 10.9
Vertul 191 249.0 7.9 196 288.¢ 7.2 198 289.3 7.5
Quantitative 191 305.0 8.9 196 305.0 9.2 198 306.5 8.9
Total " 191 295.8 5.5 196 295.5 4.9 “ 198 | 296.5 5.3

*Difference from Group 2 signifcant at 001 level.

TABLE D

COMPARISON OF MEAN TWELFTH GRADE STEP-SCAT SCORES FOR THREE GROUFS OF
i HIGH-POTENTIAL, LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS
: | GROUP 1 GROUP 2 “ GROUP 3
i TEST Experimental Quan-Control Control
; l No. | Men | SD. No. | Men | SD. No. | Mean | SD.
b Math 141 288.9 8.3 142 289.0 8.7 151 289.0 8.2
i Science 2 | 1.2 | 10.5 w2 | 9.1 | 10.0 151 | 297 | 103
Social Studies 1 | 2.7 | 10.1 1z | 23 | 89 || 12 | 25 | 9.5
| Reading 142 8.0 9.0 142 7.9 | 100 [ 152 308.6 9.0
i Listening .
Writing o | 300.8 | 114 4z | 019 | s || 152 | 009 | 12
Verbal W | 258 | 1.1 w2 | 257 | 71 || 12 | 265 | 1.2
| Quantitative ‘“ M1 | 9.3 | 10.5 || 142 | 082 | 14 || 152 | 4] 9.6 *\
| Toul....,.,.m,! 141 301.8 6.6 142 301.2 6.5 152 302.7 6.0
{‘3 ‘Ig&temng test not administered in twellth fudc.
f erence from Group 2 significant &t 001 level
,5

14




TABLE B
COMBINED GRADE POINT AVERAGE OF HIGH.-

TABLE F

COMBINED GRADE POINT AVERAGE OF H

He
LOW-ACHIEVING GROUPS IN LW ACHIEVING CROUPS T
"FOUR SCHOOLS R SCHOOLS
MALE FEMALE
Geade Group No. Men | SD. Gende Group No. Mean | S.D.
l' w ..... 1!5 1.‘ .‘ 1’ mm..". u 106 .‘
108 |2 oz | o1 | oS 0B |2z GuamControi....| 75 | 14 | %
3 Senlomrol..) 13 | 14| 3 0B 13 Qunsonedle.ed] WL L4 4
mu.......... 33 ) 1.4 .‘ TOTAL..OOOIAOO m 1.5 .‘
1. Expecimental,....! 114 1.7 8 1. Experimenital,.... 83 i.8 .5
10 |2 ol 19 | 16 | e 10A |2 Quas-Coatroir.cs|l & | 19 | ‘&
3’ m.... ’25 ’96 .6 3‘ N.‘.'...... “ 1.9 .s
TOTAL.........| 38 | 1.6 | .6 TOTAL.........|] 217 | 1.8 | .8
l' u..... ” 1.7 .6 1. “".... 71 1.9 .6
1B |2 QueskContmoi ... 6 | .7 1B |3 qencomtmi] o | 3| %
3. w ..ﬂ..%... 1m 1.7 .7 3. m..‘....... u 1.' .1
TOTAL.esowened 316 | 1.6 1 .6 TOTAL......... 190 | 1.9 | .7
. u....‘ 1.7 O’ 1. mu..... 70 2.1 .6
1A | 3 Beinental..... 17 | % A |} Geimentaleel W] 21| 6
troleensnner] 117 | 18 | 7 3 P 6 | 20 | 6
m&...f..... m f.' .’ m&ﬁ'.....@. 18‘ 2.’ .6
l' h‘..... ” 1.‘ .. l. F w...‘. “ 2.3 .7
gp |3 Gobvigentalee B 1 13 4 128 |2 8’&’:56':«& s | 25 | 6
3‘ W. ......... l“ 1.9 .7 3. mﬂ.‘ so00 “ 2'2 .6
TOTAL......... 279 1.8 g TOTAL..eueeens 177 | 2.3 J
1. “!...Q. 59 z.o .’ 1. L4 ul..... “ 2.3 .6
1a |3 Qumconoic| B | 13| 3 12a |1 Guncontois| 8 | 33 |
3' m...‘...... lw z.o .6 3. m ..... sSc¢00 5! 2.4 .s
mAL......... 2” 2”0 .6 TOTAL.U.:.OOIO 165 2.4 .s
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